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PROGRAMME REVIEW PAPER
DENMARK
1.	INTRODUCTION
Interviews have been conducted with programme administrators both at the national level (the Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority (DECA)​[1]​, in Silkeborg) and at regional level (North Jutland Region in Aalborg), supplemented by documentary sources, including financial performance monitoring data. 
2.	Summary of financial progress
Commitments with both the ERDF and ESF programmes are broadly on target in relation to budgets, with 82 per cent of the funding set aside for the 2007-2009 period committed as of October 5 2009.​[2]​ While some regions and areas of activity have made brisker starts than others, the current pattern does not give ground for concern: originally a relatively slow start was due to (the usual) delays of approval in Brussels and the introduction of a new institutional set-up in Denmark, and thus current figures actually represent a sizeable catching-up effort, and with more than half of the programming period outstanding, prospects of being able, again, to spend allocated European funding are looking good.
3.	the ECONOMIC crisis
3.1	Reactions to the recent Commission measures
As reported in the spring 2009 Review paper, the Danish programme administration plan to make use of measures relevant to the structure and size of the Danish programme, while noting that other measures are clearly more relevant in countries with large Structural Funds programmes and weak public finances. The measure that is likely to be most important is the option to declare overhead costs as paid expenditure on a flat rate basis, as this is seen to simplify both applications for and the administration of projects, but discussions with the Commission on the implementation of this have not yet been concluded.
All in all the effect of the new measures in Denmark is likely to be a limited degree of administrative simplification for – and hence acceleration of – some types of projects but not in themselves a significant short-term injection of additional funding into the Danish economy. 
3.2	Implications of the crisis for your programme(s)
A direct economic impact of the crisis on the programme in terms of decreasing demand has not been felt, probably because the Danish ERDF programme only involves direct investment grants to private firms to a very limited extent. Moreover, the Danish ESF programme uses unemployment benefit as co-funding for training measures and here the previous, very low, levels of unemployment could be seen as something that slowed down implementation due to lack of demand, and thus from this perspective the crisis could actually be seen as beneficial from a narrow ESF-implementation perspective.
The indirect political impact of the crisis has, however, been seen in most regions, where discussions have taken place in the Regional Growth Fora (RGF) about where they should engage it short-term crisis-alleviating measures or stick to their long-term strategic focus. Most regions have adopted some measures, but North Jutland would appear to have been the region that engaged in this most extensively and at the earliest point in time. This is likely to be due to its long-standing status as a peripheral and underperforming region, something that in periods of perceived crisis tends to overshadow actual progress with regard to economic structure and performance that has characterised recent decades.  But this time around the political urgency has probably also been heightened by the fact that elections to the Regional Councils will take place late in the year, and hence the current leader of the North Jutland Regional Council, who also chairs the North Jutland RGF, may have felt the need to be seen to take decisive action.
In practical terms this meant that in February 2009 the North Jutland Regional Growth Fora decided to commit up to 20 million euros to a so-called crises package, and in September 12 million euros were allocated to six measures targeting both particular sectors (construction) and cross-cutting issues (access to finance, extra-European export) that have become of particular relevance in the current situation. In order to speed up implementation, five of the six initiatives involves bringing forward in time and/or increasing the level of activity in existing/planned initiatives (advisory services, loan and venture capital) while the sixth initiative, the smart-city construction industry cluster, may have been genuinely new but still was able to drawn on the extensive experience with cluster initiatives within the region.
4.	Evaluation
4.1	Thematic evaluations
The first thematic evaluation will be published in the next couple of months, focussing on promotion of innovation which is a major area of activity within the ERDF programme.
4.2	Process-related evaluations 
The next evaluation is expected to focus more on administrative processes, similar to what was the case with the Mid-term Evaluation in the previous programming period.
4.3	Strategic evaluation tools
In the Danish Structural Funds programmes evaluations are carried out according to a general plan adopted by the Monitoring Committee, combined thematic and administratively oriented exercises while maintaining the flexibility to focus on new issues emerging rather than pretending to foresee evaluation needs in detail for the full seven-year programming period.
4.4	Commission ex post evaluations
DECA has provided input for the 2000-2006 ex-post evaluations, but given the timing of their publication their usefulness for the current programming period is likely to be limited. There are, however, administrative issues highlighted by e.g. the EPRC-coordinated WP11 that are seen as well-worth considering when preparing for the next round of Structural Funds programming, but most of these pertain to EU regulations and hence will be a matter for discussion between the Commission and the member states.
5.	programme delivery
As is evident from the limited comments below, no major developments have occurred with regard to programme delivery and administration.
5.1	Management and control systems
The description of the management system has been approved, and ongoing adjustments will be discussed with the Danish controller unit (who will check with the Commission if appropriate) so that the description will be an evolving and up-to-date document which will remain useful for programme administrators.
5.2	Monitoring
As reported in the Spring 2009 Review Paper, the administration of the Danish programme is in the process of being digitalised, and the development of new modules has prioritised the early stages of the project cycle. Currently the programme modules still being developed are those relating to monitoring (reporting formats etc.), and thus this phase of the implementation process has not yet become part of the joint-up digital platform for Structural Funds administration. The main reason for this delay appears to be overcommitted IT subcontractors who have been unable to meet deadlines, but delivery is now expected with the next couple of months.

5.3	Reporting
The annual reporting schedule has been followed, but work on the Strategic Report has not yet begun in earnest, also because it would appear that the deadline for submission is likely to be postponed by the Commission.
5.4	Audit
Project audit is now being undertaken by DECA (the Danish Controller Unit has not started on their audit activities yet) through visits to projects still in the process of being implemented. Experience suggests that this makes it possible to avoid later problems for beneficiaries because e.g. demands for documentation of expenses has been clarified while the project is still running, rather than (as in the previous programming period) after the conclusion of the project where repayment may be the only solution.
5.5	Closure of 2000-06 programme period
Apart from a few projects subject to additional control, nearly all payments have been made and no difficulties are foreseen in meeting the March 2010 deadline.
6.	future issues
None reported.

6. Interviews
Henning Christensen, Head of Regional Policy Department, North Jutland Region, Aalborg.
Pernille von Liljenskjold, Head of Department, DECA Silkeborg.
Ebbe Poulsen, Head of Division, DECA Silkeborg.
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^1	  Hitherto the Danish Erhvervs- og Byggestyrelsen was translated National Agency for Enterprise and Construction (NAEC), the change of the English version of the name appears to be presentational rather than the result of changes regarding the organisation and its remit.
^2	  Calculated on the basis of figures obtained from DECA 7.10.09.
